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OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 5 MEETING MINUTES REGARDING THE FIELD SAMPLING PLAN - 
WSB-351-93 

This letter transmits the minutes (Attachment 1- 16) for the August 30, 1993 meeting at 
Advanced Sciences, Inc. (AS) offices in Lakewood, Colorado regarding the Operable Unit 
(OU) 5 completion of field activities, the request for an Interagency Agreement (IAG) 
schedule extension, and the potential for an addendum to the Phase I field activities. 

Attachments 1 through 14 address the results of the implementation of the recently 
completed Field Sampling Plan (FSP) and the presentation on the potential addendum to the 
Phase I FSP. 

Attachments 15 (the minutes) and 16 are the documents from the presentation that was 
given to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Colorado Department of Health 
(CDH) on the justification for milestone extensions. Advanced Sciences, Inc. was excused 
from these discussions. 

The meeting was attended by individuals from EG&G Rocky Flats, Inc., the Department of 
Energy, Rocky Fiats Office (DOE, RFO), EPA, and CDH. If you have any questions regarding 
the transmittal, please contact E. C. Mast of Rernediation Project Management at extension 
8589. 

W. S. Busby 
Acting Director 
ERM/Remediation 'Projact Management 

ECM:dmf 

Attachments: 
As Stated 

Orig. and 1 cc - R. J. Schassburger 



ADVWCED 
SCIENCES, rNc. 

MEETING MINUTES 

DATE: 30 August 1993 
SUBJECT: Status of OU5 RFLrRI 
LOCATION: AS1 Office, Lakewood, CO 
ATIENDERS: (Attachment I) 

The meeting convened at approximately 9:00 am. The following is a summary of the significant 
points made during the meeting. 

Issue 1 Agenda of Meeting. 

Action 1 Mike Waltermire opened by discussing the agenda of the meeting (Attachment 2) 
and introducing all involved parties. 

Issue 2 

Action 2 

MSS 115 (Original Landfrll) Borings in soil gas anomalies. 

Theresa Santangelo-Dreiling presented the following information. A soil gas 
survey was conducted at the old landfill. This survey consisted of a total of 
approximately 345 soil gas points. As stated in the letter to Ed Mast dated May 
7 ,  1993, the survey resulted in the identification of three areas of anomalous 
concentrations of organic compounds. 

The first plume, identified as area A, (Attachment 3) detected l,l,l-TCA and TCE 
at peak concentrations of -13 ppb. --The- boundary line shown represents a 
concentration of 1.0 ppb. This area was not accessible for a drilling ng therefore 
well points, 60993 and 61093, were installed here using a hydraulic rig mounted 
on an ATV. Soil samples were also collected at these locations and sent in for 
analyses. As seen on the table (Attachment 3), recent water levels indicate that 
little to no water is present at these locations. Well point 60993 is dry, as it wass' - 
at the time of installation. And just downgradient from this location at 61093, 
there is a saturated interval of only 0.19 feet. During the installation of these 
wells nothing unusual was encountered. There were no readings from the field 
instruments and no unusual geology. 

The second plume, identified as area B (Attachment 3), detected PCE and TCE 
at peak concentrations of 7.6 and 28 ppb, respectively. Again, the boundary line 
shown here represents a concentration of 1.0 ppb. Three borings were installed 
within this plume at locations where the highest soil gas readings were taken. 
These borings were 58393,58493, and 58593. Groundwater was not encountered 
in any of these borings. However, during the drilling of these borings a material 
which appeared to be graphite was encountered between 1 and 3.2 feet below the 

- - 
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ground surface and ranged in thickness between 3.4 and 8.7 feet. Also, within this 
material we pulled up what looked like dried up chunks of paint and other debris. 
When the O W  was placed directly on the material that appeared to be paint at 
boring 58393, readings of 10 and 3 ppm were registered. There were no other 
readings indicated from the field instruments on that boring or any of the other 
borings placed in this anomaly. 

The third plume, identified as area C (Attachment 3), detected PCE at a peak 
concentration of 1.2 ppb. Again, the boundary line shown represents a 
concentration of 1.0 ppb. Only one boring, 58693, was installed within this plume 
due to its small size. This boring was installed at the location of the highest soil 
gas reading. Groundwater was encountered at this boring at a depth of about 12 
feet. As per the letter dated May 7 ,  1993, a one-time water sample was collected 
using the Hydropunch II system. Also during the drilling of this boring the 
graphite like material was encountered at a depth of 4.4 feet. The exact thickness 
of this material at this boring is not known because the hydropunch was installed 
within this interval. There were no readings indicated from the field instruments 
at this anomaly. 

This generalized cross-section (Attachment 3) shows the estimated graphite 
thickness within the alluvium and the approximate bedrock depth. Also shown on 
this figure is the depth of groundwater encountered in boring 58693. 

Issue 3 MSS 115 FIDLER Surveys and Surficial Soil Sampling 

Action 3 Doug Dennison began the presentation by restating the purpose of the FIDLER 
surveys conducted at IHSS 115. The purpose of these surveys was two-fold -1) 
to better define the sowce(s) of radiation detected by the 1990 HPGe survey and 
2) to identify surface soil sampling locations. A survey grid measuring 300 feet 
on each side and centered on each of the HPGe anomalies was established. 
Within this area Iines spaced 4 feet apart were slowly walked with the FIDLER. 

The results of this survey were then presented by Mr. Dennkon. He stated that 
of the 10 HPGe anomalies encompassed by this survey, anomalous readings with 
the FIDLER were only obtained within the grids surrounding HPGe stations B-7, 
B-8, and SP-2 (Attachment 4). Mr. Dennison stated that at those HPGe stations 
where anomalous FIDLER were not obtained, surface soil samples were collected 
at the center point of the survey grid (i.e., the HPGe station). Mr. Dennison also 
explained that two radiologically controlled areas (RCAs) had been established 
after the HPGe survey near HPGe station SP-2. He stated that the FIDLER 
surveys confmed that the piece of metallic material protruding from the ground 
within the northern RCA at SP-2 was the source of radiation detected at this 
station. He also stated that no anomalous F'IDLER, or other field instrument, 
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readings were obtained within the southern RCA at this location. Mr. Dennison 
indicated that EG&G Radiological Engineering would likely request that the RCA 
posting at the southern location be removed. Therefore, one surface soil sample 
was collected immediately downslope of the metallic material within the northern 
RCA. 

Mr. Dennison then presented the results of the FTDLER survey in the area 
surrounding HPGe stations B-7 and B-8 (Attachment 4). The FIDLER survey at 
these locations identified numerous sources of radiation. As a result of the 
FIDLER survey, hk. Dennison explained, nine areas within the grids surrounding 
these two HPGe stations had been posted as RCAs. Mr. Dennison then explained 
that surface soil samples were collected from within only 4 of these RCAs. The 
remaining 5 RCAs were not sampled because pipe, metal shavings, and other large 
debris within these RCAs appeared to be the source of the radiation detected. Mr. 
Dennison also explained that the surface soil samples collected within 2 of the 
RCAs exhibited sufficiently high radioactivity, as detected with field 
instrumentation, to require that they be counted by EG&G Radiological 
Engineering onsite to determine proper shipping requirements. In addition, Mr. 
Dennison discussed the discovery of a radioactive cylindrical-shaped piece of 
material that was uncovered during surface soil sampling within one of these 
RCAs. This piece of material was also counted by EG&G Radiological 
Engineering with a portable HPGe detector. The results of the analyses of the soil 
samples and of this material were presented as indicated on the figure. 

Issue 4 IHSS 115 Well Point Installation 

-~ 
Action 4 As "background and introduction" Paul Jordan stated the purpose of these well 

points was- to help characterize the presence and extent of groundwater 
contamination. He also stated the following evaluation of both CPT and SOV 
results and pertinent information from other surveys, as well as discussions at the 
last meeting, groundwater sampling Iocations were selected. 

.- 

He then reiterated that the original criteria as stated in TM-6 was that they would 
be located at 50-foot spacings through anomalies identified with the SOV survey 
data. Additionally, one to two groundwater sampling points were to be placed in 
each significant bedrock low or other suspected migration pathways (Le. saturated 
sand). There were no anomalies identified along the lower SOV lines. A total 
of ten well points were installed. Six locations were identified in three bedrock 
lows, three where water was encountered with the C m d  one was placed in the 
small drainage-way directly downhill (gradient) of the "former ponds". 

At this point he displayed an overhead showing the approximate (unsurveyed) 
locations of the ten well points in IHSS 115 (Attachment 5). He pointed out that 
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one was moved into the drainage directly below the "Former Ponds" but it was 
dry- 

He stated they range in total depth from approximately 9.79 to 17.75 feet and that 
during installation there were no anomalous RAD or VOA readinglmeasurements 
on any of the equipment or downhole. He then pointed out that there--are three 
dry well points, one almost dry one, and six wet ones. Bonnie Lavelle asked if 
we are going to continue to monitor the water levels in the well points.-:Both Ed 
Mast and Mr. Jordan pointed out that these were to only be measuredance but 
could be measured at later dates. 

Mr. Jordan then explained that early in July, they were developed with a single 
effort (typically to dryness). - 

He emphasized that one-time samples for chemical analysis were obtained from 
6 of the 10 well points. The other four were either dry or had insuffichkt water 
to obtain a representative sample. At this time he explained that although not 
specifically related to these well points, Well Points/Mini-wells 60893, 60993, 
61093, and 63193 and springs and seeps well points 62733 and 62893 were also 
sampled because of their proximity to IHSS 115. Barb DeAngelis of PRC asked 
what the difference was between a mini-well and a well point was. Mr. Jordan 
explained that a well point is hand perforated 3/8-inch tubing with sand pack in 
a 1.25-inch hole and a mini-well is with machine slotted 1/2-inch PVC with sand 
pack in a 1.5-inch hole. The mini-wells also have protective steel casings with 
concrete pads and locks. Whereas the well points are not locked. 

Mr. Jordan then showed Table 1 (Attachment 5) which is a summary of well point 
information. 

~~ - - -  - ~ 
- 

He pointed out that the pH of the samples ranged from approximately 6.3 to 7.1: 
Specific conductance measurements in the samples ranged from approximately 430 
to 2680 pmhoskm: and the temperature ranged from 17.7 to 21.8. Have not 
received analytical results for these samples yet. He then displayed a map 
showing approximate well point locations and pH and specific conductance values. 
He indicated that in general specific conductance increase towards the middle of 
the landfill in an east-west direction, which also crudely corresponds to the 
mount  of waste above a given point. 

Issue 5 IHSS 115 Monitoring Well Installation 

Action 5 Theresa Santangelo-Dreiling presented the following information. According to 
the OU5 Work Plan, a total of 7 monitoring wells were to be installed stipulating 
that the exact location, type, and number of monitoring wells will depend on the 
results of the preliminary Phase I investigations. A letter to EG&G dated June 2, 
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1993, proposed five wells to be installed downgradient of the landfill and one well 
to be installed within the old pond area. While we were attempting to install the 
five downgradient wells, two of the locations turned out to be dry. These 
locations ended up being boreholes BH59193 and BH59293, and the well 
locations were moved to where wells 59793 and 61293 are shown in Attachments 
3 and 6. 

Of the five downgradient wells, only two wells, 59593 and 63193 have a saturated 
interval to speak of. The remaining wells have minimal to no water. Cross- 
section A-A’ shows the screened intervals of these wells, the water levels 
encountered at the time of drilling and recent water levels taken in the later part 
of this month (Attachment 6). This figure also shows the approximate bedrock 
depth. The well installed in the old pond area has a saturated interval of 8.35 feet. 
Also shown on this table is the information for the soil gas mini wells. Cross- 
section D-D’ shows the recent water levels and the water levels encountered at the 
time of drilling in the mini wells and the well installed in the old pond area 
(Attachment 6). 

To sum it up there were a total of eight wells installed either downgradient of the 
landfill or within the landfill. Three of these wells are mini wells and the 
remaining wells are 2-inch ID PVC wells. Also, during the installation of these 
wells there were no anomalous field readings taken. 

Issue 6 IHSS 133 (Ash Pits) Surficial Soil Sampling 

Action 6 Briefing overheads and figures as presented by Dan Baughn are provided in 
Attachment 7). 

Issue 7 IHSS 133 Investigation of Magnetic Anomaly 

Action 7 Doug Dennison presented the currently available information regarding 
investigation of a magnetic anomaly located west of the 133-Series IHSSs 
(Attachment 8). Mr. Dennison began the presentation by explaining that this 
investigation was not within the original scope of the Phase I RFI/RI but was 
prompted by the apparent lack of success in defining the location and extent of 
ash pits in this area. He explained that the identification of ash pits and locations 
of borings within these ash pits was originally based on the correlation of 
information provided by aerial photograph reviews and geophysical and HPGe 
surveys. He further explained that the identification of a previously unknown pit 
by the results of the HPGe surveys that was not corroborated by the aerial 
photographs or the geophysical surveys indicated a need to further examine each 
source of information individually. Mr. Dennison presented a map from the report 
on the geophysical surveys of the 133-series MSSs which shows a magnetic 
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anomaly west of the known IHSSs. The geometry of this magnetic anomaly 
appears to be consistent with that of a trench, and Mr. Dennison explained that a 
decision was made by EG&G and DOE to investigate this area further. 

Mr. Dennison then described the investigation of this magnetic anomaly. He 
stated that the area was surveyed with the FPDLER on lines spaced 4 feet apart 
and that no anomalous areas of radiation were detected. He then discussed the 
drilling of three boreholes, BH64493, BH64593, and BH64693, within the 
magnetic anomaly. These boreholes were drilled using a pick-up-mounted 
Geoprobe rig and were continuously cored and sampled using the Kansas sampler. 
Mr. Dennison stated that 6-foot composite samples were collected from these 
boreholes for analysis of radionuclides and metals.. He also stated that no above- 
background radiation or organic vapor readings were obtained with field 
instruments during drilling, and no metallic or other waste material was 
encountered during drilling. 

Issue 8 IHSS 133 Monitoring Well Installation 

Action 8 Theresa Santangelo-Dreiling presented the following information. The OU5 Work 
Plan proposed the installation of three wells but stipulated that the exact location, 
type, and number of monitoring wells will depend on the results of the preliminary 
Phase I investigations. Technical Memorandum 9 proposed 4 wells to be installed 
downgradient of IHSS 133 to monitor future and present contaminant levels 
downgradient of the IHSS, and to help establish future or present contaminant 
migration problems. 

While attempting to install these 4 wells, 6 separate locations were drilled where 
no groundwater was encountered. These are the locations shown as crosses 
(Attachment 9). Since so many dry holes were being drilled, we ended up 
installing only three wells. The two outer most wells, 59093 and 58793 ended up 
where they were originally proposed to be. The central well, 63093 was finally 
located after several attempts. The frrst attempt of installing a central well 
encountered waste, BH58893. This boring was then abandoned and five other 
attempts to find groundwater were made before well 63093 was installed. 

- ~ -_ 

Of the 3 wells that were installed, well 58793 has the greatest saturated interval 
of 11.12 feet (Attachment 9). Well 59093 has a saturated interval of 2.17 feet and 
well 63093 only has a saturated interval of 0.98 feet. These saturated intervals are 
calculated from water levels taken on the 19th of this month. Cross-section B-B’ 
shows the screened intervals of these wells, the recent water levels, and the water 
level taken in the borehole of well 58793 after it had remained open for 2.5 days 
(Attachment 9). When this boring was drilled it was dry, but after it sat open 
over the weekend water was present. The other two wells were dry during 
drilling. This figure also shows the approximate bedrock depth. 
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Issue 9 

Action 9 

Issue 10 

Action 10 

Issue 11 

Action 11 

Issue 12 

Action 12 

Issue 13 

Action 13 

To sum it up there were a total of 3 wells installed downgradient of the IHSS al l  
of which are 2-inch ID PVC wells. Also, during the installation of these wells 
there were no anomalous field readings taken. 

IHSS 142 (C-Series Ponds) Surface Water and Sediment Sampling 

Tyler Smart presented those items provided in Attachment lo. 

MSS 142 Well Point Monitoring 

Jim Kunkel presented those items provided in Attachment 11. 

.Aquifer -Testing 

Rose Zeiler presented those items provided in Attachment 12. 

Schedule Extension 

Jen Pepe excused AS1 staff and presented the project schedule (Attachment 13). 

Modification to Field Sampling Plan (FSP) 

Jen Pepe excused AS1 staff and presented the proposed Phase I FSP addendum 
(Attachment 14). 

Other items discussed: 

Q: Bonnie Lavelle. Will the draft RI include validated data? 
A: Ed Mast, No only unvalidated due to the lag time associated with validation. 

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 1330 hours. 
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AGENDA 

STATUS OF OPERABLE LJIT NO. 5 RFURI 
FUELD OPERATIONS 

ADVANCED SCIENCES, INC. 
AUGUST 30, 1993 

- 

- 

- .  Time Subiect 

9:OO-9: 10 . Introduction - M. Waltermire, AS1 

IHSS 115 - ORIGINAL LANDFILL - 

9: 10-9125 
9: 25 -9: 35 
9: 35-9 : 45 
9:45-10:00 
1O:OO-lO: 15 

Bonngs in Soil Gas Anomalies - T. Santangelo-Dreiling, ASL 
FIDLER Surveys - D. Dennison, AS1 
Surficial Soil Sampling - D. Dennison, AS1 
Well Point Installation - P. Jordan. AS1 
Monitoring Well Installation - T. Santangeio-Dreiling, AS1 . 

- 

IHSS 133 - ASH PITS. INCINERATOR. & CONCRETE WASH PAD 

10: 15-10:20 
10:20-10:30 
10: 30- 10150 

Surficial Soil Sampling - D. Baughn, AS1 
Investigation of Magnetic Anomaly - D. Dennison, AS1 
Monitoring Well Installation - T. Santangelo-Dreiling, AS1 

10:50-11:00 BREAK 
_ _  ~ 

~. 

IHSS 142 - C-1 and C-2 PONDS 

11:00-11:15 
11:15-11:30 

Surface Water/Sediment Sampling - T. Smart, AS1 
Well Point Monitoring - J .  Kunkel. AS1 

IHSS 209 & OTHER SURFACE DISTURBANCES 

Surface WatedSediment Sampling - T. Smart, AS1 11 ~ 3 0 -  1 1140 

1 1 :40- 1 1 :55 

1155-12:15 

12:15- 

AOUIFER TESTING - R. Zeiler, AS1 

SCHEDULE EXTENSION - J .  Pepe, DOE & E. Mast, EG&G 

MODIFICATION TO FSP - E. Mast, EG&G 
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Summary of BoringsMlells Installed 
in Soil Gas Anomolies 

Borehole 1 58393 
Estimated I 

I I I 1 

58493 58593 1 58693 60993 1 61093 
i I 

Surface 

Depth to 
Graphite 
Graphite 

Thlckness 
Depth to 

Groundwater 
Saturated 
Interval 

NA 

NA 

4.4 ft. NA 1.0ft. 2.5ft. 3.2 ft. 

8.7ft. 6.9ft. 3.4ft. 7.6/11.1 ft.' NA 

Dry Dry Dry 12.0 ft. Dry 7.01 ft. 

0 0 0 15.5 ft. 0 0.19 ft. 
I 

Depth to 
Bedrock 1 10.5ft. 1 9.4ft. 1 16.5ft. 1 27.5ft. 1 3.8ft. 1 7.2 ft. 1 

Alpha Meter 

BeWGamma 
Meter(cpm) 

~cpm) 4 5 0  450 450  4 5 0  4 5 0  =z2= 

450 450 450 450 4 5 0  450 

' The exact thickness is not known since there was no 
recovery from 12.0 ft. to 15.5 ft. due to hydropunch 
installation. ~. 



c 
CROSS SECTION C - C' 

C' 

6005 

5995 

TD = 14.7 fL \ Alluvium 
\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 

\ 

5975 1 
52 5/17/93 
(12.0') 

(12.0') 

\ 

Watn level takm at time of drilling. 

:~ 5975 

HORIZOhTAL SCALE (feet) 

0 20 

EXAGERARON = 2 1 

Generalized Cross Section 
Soil Gas Borings 
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SURFACE SOIL SAMPLE NUMBERS, LOCATION NUMBERS 
SAMPLE COLLECTION DATE AND STATE PLANE COORDINATES 

- 

' - Duplicate sample 

* *  - Profile soil sample for mrroborlrlion of HPGe survey r r s u b  with HPGe survey station numba shown n u t  to the sample localion n u m k .  
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Summary of Wells Installed 
in IHSS 133 

1 BeWGamma 
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Meeting Minutes, August 30, 1993 

Subject: 

From: Tyler Smart 

OU5 RFI/RI, Surface WaterEediment Sampling for IHSSs 142 and 209 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4, 

5. 

Discussed the layout of the sampling site locations using handouts and overheads (Figure 
8, and Table 2). 

Surface water: 2 sites on the SID 
1 site on Antelope Spring Creek 

11 sites on Woman Creek 
- 1 site in Pond C1 (HydroLab, only) 

- 15 Total 

Sediment: 2 sites on the SID 
6 sites on Woman Creek 
3 sites in Pond C1 
- 3 sites in Pond C2 
14 Total 

All the required surface water and sediment samples were collected for base flow events 
during October 1992 and March 1993. These samples were submitted to various labs for 
analysis for metals, radionuclides, VOCs and water quality parameters as indicated on 
Table 10 (handout). Approximately 80 per cent of the results are available from RFEDS 
while only about 10 per cent of the results are validated. 

The high-flow eventshave not been synopticly sampled during the summer months due 
to a lack of automatic sampling equipment in place, equipment failure, and a sparcity of 
adequate rainfalllrunoff events in the Woman Creek basin. Only the SID, sampling 
locations SW027 and SW507 have been sampled during high flow on May 17,1993. A 
meeting will be held with EG&G and EPA to resolve the data gaps. 

Greg Wetherbee, EG&G, has collected some surface water samples with associated flow 
data at several gaging stations throughout the OU5 area (Figure 3 and Table ?). These 
data may be useful in supplementing the missing data from the OU5 sampling program. 

The surface water samples were collected at IHSS 209 on March 18 and May 24, 1993. 
No sediment samples were collected. Instead, surfcial soil samples were collected since 
the depression had dried-up at the time of “sediment” sampling. 
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Table 2 

OU5 Field Sampling Plan (FSP) 
Woman Creek Drainage Surface-Water and Sediment 

Monitoring-Site Descriptions 

Surface Water sediment Programmatic Site Monitors Runoff from These 
Site') Driver(s)z' OUS IHSSs 

- 7  Site" - 

sw107 

sww 
sw127 

swo41 

SW506 

SW50193 

sw50293 

SW033 

swo34 
SWSol 

- 
SEW14 

SED506 

u 

SED501 

B,CD 

B,C 
B.CD . 

B,C 

B C  

B 

8 

B,C 

B,C 

BC 

Upstream from OU5 _- 

133.1, 133.4, 133.5, 133.6 

Upsseam from OU5 

SrnfaceI>isbntrance south of Ash Pi4 

133.1, 133.3. 133.4, 133.5, 133.6, 
SurfaceDiSUb== south of Ash Pits 

- - -  - 

115 

surface lxmxban CeSouthofAshPits - 

115, 133.1, 133.2, 133.3, 133.4, 133.5, 
133.6, 196, Surface Distmbance South of 
Ashpits 

NOOC 

same as sw-33 

SW-Cl SED5M3) BB 115, 133.1, 133.2, 133.3, 133.4, 133.5, 
133.6, 142.10, 196, SE-1601.2 Surface 
Disturbaoce south of Ash Pits surface 
Disturbance West of IHSS 209 

sED509" 
SED5 Id)  

SWOB s m 7  B ,C same as s w a  
SW507 SED507 B,C same as swc.2 plus 209 

s w w  SED025 kB 115, SE-1600, SE-1601.1, Surface 
Disturance East of Landfill 

sw-c2 SED5 1 13' 142.11 (except during 1Wyr flood or 
SED512" 
SED5 13'' 

swo26 SED024 B,C All MSSs in OU5 (except 142.11 unless 
Pond c-2 is discharging) 

1) 
2) 

Locaaoos are sbown on Figure 8. 
A=Criticai sration for support of NPDES-related activities; B-ie unit RYFS and W S ;  c-dkserd 
site charaaenza ' tion under DOE Order 5400.1; D=Stwmevent monitoring under DOE order 5400.1; 
&Federal Facility Compliance Agreement (FFCA); F=Agreement in Principle (m). 

rzI 3) 5-ft from mlet to p o d  *r* 

4) Mid-pint Of pond 
5) Deepest Point of pond 

Adapted from EG&G (19914 Table 4). 

File: R-REvl.rnL st.tar Drrc: A+ 27.1993 
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MEETING NOTES FOR 

9208.15.04.01 
WELL-POINT MONITORING 

Tyler Smart introduced Jim Kunkel. 

As background and introduction, Dr. Kunkel stated that the purpose of the well-points along 
Woman Creek was to quantify ground-water/surface-water interactions and to c o n f m  gain/loss 
measurements being made monthly in Woman Creek by EG&G. Thirty-six well points are 
located as shown in TM No. 1, as amended (Figure 1 of handouts). An information packet, 
comprised of the attached handouts, were presented to those present. 

Figures 2 and 3 show the relationship of alluvial ground-water elevations related to ground 
surface, well screened interval, bedrock, and total well depth elevations for Wells 7086 and 5686. 
These existing alluvial wells in OU5 are representative of two types of ground-water/surface- 
water interaction conditions. Well 7086 represented a case where Woman Creek is gaining water 
year round from alluvid ground water. The watertable elevation in the alluvium adjacent to 
Woman Creek is higher than the water-surface elevation (or channel bottom elevation) over a 
period of seven years of data (Figure 2 of handouts). Well 5686 (Figure 3 of handouts) has 
watertable elevations generally less than the channel bottom elevation of Woman Creek and; 
therefore, this area of Woman Creek is generally a losing stream (losing water from the stream 
to the alluvial ground water). 

On-going gainfloss measurement data collected by EG&G monthly in Woman Creek coincidental 
with ASI’s well-point water level measurements, confirms the relationship between gaining and 
losing reaches of Woman Creek and the adjacent alluvial ground-water levels. Only a few 
instances of exceptions have been noted in the data collected to date, that is measurements for 
the period March through July 1992 which are attached as Table H-2 (5 Sheets) and Figures H-l 
through H-6. 

Our preliminary conclusions are that there is a definite interrelationship between surface water 
and ground water in OU5 and this interrelationship is driven by the fluctuations in water surface 
elevations between Woman Creek and the adjacent alluvial ground water. These relationships 
are important for both surface-water and ground-water modeling of OU5 which will be conducted 
as part of the Phase I RFI/RI analysis. 

File: MEET8-30.MIN August 30. 1993 
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Aquifer Testing in OU5 is still in progress. Much of the field data have been collected, however 
analyses of those data are not yet available. The objective of aquifer testing is to acquire 
hydraulic characteristics specific to IHSS 133, IHSS 115 and the C1 Pond Area. This 
information will aid in the hydrogeological characterization of OU5 and in groundwater 
modeling. 

- 

Existing monitoring wells in each of these areas were selected to serve as pumping wells in the 
pump test field design. 

Of the three monitoring wells installed downgradient of IHSS 133, only one well was considered 
productive enough for an aquifer test, This is well 58793 ...... located just south of ab pi ts.... 

_- 

Of the eight monitoring wells installed downgradient of IHSS 115, the landfill, onlyjwo wells 
were considered suitable for aquifer testing, as three had diameters too small to accomodate 
testing equipment and three were dry or nearly so. 59493 is located within the landfill in this 
depression, the site of a former pond. 59593 is located farther south, near Woman Creek. 

In the C1 Pond area, only one well had any water, 51193. 

Three 0.5” observation wells were installed radially away from each pumping well at 3, 6 and 
10 feet, and at 120 degrees. All were developed vigorously by surging and rawhiding. Of the 
two productive wells at IHSS 115,59493 was pump tested and 59593 was slug-tested. 

IHSS 133 
63593: 
63693: 
63793: 
59493: 

3.0’ from pumping well, bedrock at 25.4.’ 
10’ from pumping well, bedrock at 21.5.’ 
6’ from pumping well, bedrock at 26.0.’ 
Pumping well, bedrock at 24.6’; step test indicated low transmissivity, Q -c .1 
gpm, saturated thickness of 9.0, materials are similar in all  four holes, sandy clay 
with thin gravelly zones. 

- 

IHSS 115 
63893: 
63993: 
64093: 
59493: 

6’ from pumping well, bedrock at 19.2’, drawdown at .26.’ 
3’ from pumping well, bedrock at 14.8’, drawdown at .19.’ 
10’ from pumping well, bedrock at 14.0’, ‘drawdown at .l.’ 
Pumping well, bedrock at 1 4 3 ,  drawdown at .8’ which is 13% of total saturated 
thickness of 6.0 feet, very transmissive; Q at .5gpm, material is sand and gravel. 

C1 Pond area 
63293: 
63393: 
63493: 
51193: 

3’ from pumping well, bedrock at 5.3’. drawdown at .37.’ 
10’ from pumping well, bedrock at 4.0’, drawdown at 0.0.’ 
6’ from pumping well, bedrock at 9 3 ,  drawdown at .2.’ 
hrnping well, bedrock at 7.1’? drawdown at .37’, pumping at .18gpm, 23% of 
saturated thickness of 3.0 feet. All materials similar in about 30% gravel and 55% 
sand. 
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ATTACHMENT 15 

Issue: Justification for Operable Unit (OU) 5 Woman Creek 
Assessment Extension Request 

Action: A presentation was made to EPA and CDH justifying the 
upcoming request for schedule extension. Attachments 1 
through 4 to Attachment 15 present the DOE 
justification for extension request. These attachments 
were reviewed with the regulatory agencies and a copy 
was given to them. A formal letter from DOE will be 
addressed to both EPA and CDH with the official request 
for extension. According to the IAG, DOE is required to 
deliver a timely request for extension and when good 
cause exists for the requested extension (Part 42, 
EXTENSIONS, page 82). 

DOE requested an extension of 265 work days (December 
20, 1993) for the draft RFI/RI Report and 269 work days 
(May 30, 1993) for the Final RFI/RI Report. 

The first milestone that will be missed (draft Phase I 
RFI/RI Report) is due November 30, 1993, DOE is in the 
process of starting that extension request (September 
1993), approximately three months prior to the 
deadline. 

Issue: Potential Modification to Field Sampling Plan (FSP) 

Action: Jen Pepe and Ed Mast presented a proposal to EPA and 
CDH to modify the current FSP. During the course of 
the just completed field activities it became more 
evident that additional field work would be necessary 
to determine the nature and extent of contamination at 
IHSS 115, the Original Landfill and the Ash Pits, IHSSs 
133.1 through 133.4. The additional field work can not 
be fully identified until the last of the analytical 
data is returned from the laboratories, which is 
expected in late November early December, 1993. DOE 
proposed to generate a Technical Memorandum (TM) 
scoping out the additional work that needs to be 
accomplished. This additional work is not in the OU5 
FY94 Work Package because it is premature to develop a 
scope, schedule or budget except in very broad terms. 
The regulatory agencies concurrence would also be 
required prior to implementation of this program. 
Should funding become available and agreement by a l l  
parties, DOE would like to commence field activities in 
the spring or summer of FY 9 4 .  

Impacts to the request for milestone extensions. If 
indeed this additional work were to be performed as an 

2 



addendum to the Phase I FSP, it would impact the 
schedule as shown on Attachment 14, Scenario I. The 
milestone delivery date (what is agreed to in the 
upcoming milestone extension request) for the draft 
RFI/RI Report will not change, and would not included 
data from the FY94 field activities. A second draft 
RFI/RI Report would be produced incorporating EPA/CDH 
comments on the first draft and also the data from the 
FY94 field activities. This second draft would more or 
less coincide with the delivery date of the Final 
RFI/RI Report (what is agreed to in the upcoming 
milestone extension request). A final RFI/RI Report 
incorporating EPA/CDH comments would then be delivery 
according to a revised schedule. 

If this envisioned scenario is agreed to by all 
parties, DOE, EPA and CDH, it could potentially move up 
the schedule for initiating the CMS/FS by 20 months, by 
avoiding a Phase I1 RFI/RI Investigation. 

Both Bonnie Lavelle and Joe Schieffelin were receptive 
to this scenario. Further discussions will be held on 
this topic, until all the data from the just completed 
field program can be evaluated it is premature to 
develop a scope and schedule for these activities. 
However it was agreed that this potential work would 
not at this time be rolled into the justification for 
schedule extension. But would be included as a 
separate negotiation. 

3 



CLASSIFICATION: 

AUTHORIZE9 CLASStFtER 

- - 
ATTPCUMGNT t6 & EGcG ROCKY FLATS -. - 

: EGLG ROCKY FLATS, INC. 
! ROCKY FLATS PLANT, P.O. BOX 464. GOLDEN. COLORADO 80402-0464 (303) 966-7000 

August 26, 1993 93-RF-10533 

t 

I J. K. Hartman 
Assistant Manager for Transition 

and Environmental Restoration 
DOE, RK) 

Attn: J. Pepe 
I I JUSTIFICATION FOR OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 5 WOMAN CREEK ASSESSMENT EXTENSION 
' REQUEST - NMH-435-93 

, S U M M A R Y  

, A schedule extension is requested for the interagency Agreement (IAG) Table 6 Milestones 
i for Operable Unit (OU) 5, Woman Creek Priority Drainage. 

IAG EXTENSION No. of 
MILESTONE REQUEST WORI: 

DOCUMENT DATE DATE __.- DAYS 

DRAFT RFI/RI REPORT NOVEMBER 30, 1993 DECEMBER 20, 1994 265 
FINAL RFI/RI REPORT MAY 3, 1994 MAY 30, 19951 269 

A number of factors have caused substantial delays to occur in the Remedial investigation 
(RI) of OU 5. The schedule from the OU 5 Work Plan,. Section 6.0, is included as 
Attachment 1, the summary schedule of the actual program is Attachment 2, the detailed 
schedule is Attachment 3, and the delays impacting the schedule are detailed in 

. Attachment 4. 

SIGNATURE 
OCUMENI CUSSlFlChTlON 
:?'IN WfilVER PER 
L f , S W T I O N  OFFICE . 

i The delays impacting the schedule are summarized below: 

1. Delays in getting OU 5 Work Plan approved: 
2. Delays in the Procurement cycle: 

WORK DAYS2 

4 5  
2 1  

1 This assumes a 60 work day review time for the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency and 

ACT'oN iTEM STATUS 2 Work Days have been computed as 21 daydmonth less major holidays (e.g. 4th of July). 
3 OPEN S C L O S E O  



J. K. Hartman 
August 26, 1993 

Page 2 
93-RF-10533 

3. Delays caused by additional work scope over that specified 
in Table 5 of the IAG, including: 
A. Generation and approval cycle of Field Sampling 

8. Implementation of non IAG specified work: 
4.  Delays caused by quarterly collection of groundwater 

5. Delays caused by analytical laboratory turnaround time: 
6. Delays caused by validation of the data4: 
7. Delays caused by lack of review time for Human Health 

8. Flawed Logic for completing RFI/RI Report after 

Plan (FSP) Technical Memorandums (TMs): 90 
131 

sampless: ('26) 0 

0 

8 0  

36 

Risk Assessment (HHRA) Technical Memoranda: 

completion of HHRA from original schedule: - 
TOTAL WORK DAY DELAYS: 2 7 7  

If you have questions regarding this extension request, please call E. C. Mast of Remediation 
Project Management at extension 8589. 

42&%Ll& 
N. M. Hutchins 
Acting Associate General Manager 
Environmental Restoration Management 
EG&G Rocky Flats, Inc. 

ECM:dmf 

Orig. and 1 cc - J. K. Hartman 

Attachments: 
As Stated (4) 

cc: 
A H. Paoule - DOE,RFO 
R. J. Schassberger - " 

3 Assumes two quarters of groundwater sampling will be acceptable for the draft RFI/RI 
Report, a credit of 126 work days is shown which would be the additional time requirement if four 
quarters of sampling analytical data were required for the draft RWRI  Report. 

4 Assumes unvalidated data will be acceptable for the draft RFI/RI Report, and assumes 
validated data will be acceptable for the final report. 

- - 
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ATTACmENT 4 

1. Time l o s t  due to d e l a y  of t h e  F i n a l  approval of t h e  0 0 5  Work 
Plan. 

The Final OU5 Work Plan was submitted to the regulatory agencies on 
August 30, 1991 and final approval for the O U 5  Work Plan w a s  
granted on March 27, 1992 in a letter from the Colorado Department 
of Health (CDH) to the EPA. In accordance with the O U 5  RFI/RI Work 
Plan, Section 6.0 Schedule, field investigations were to begin on 
October 2, 1991, Delays caused by late approval of RFI/RI Work 
Plan: 145 Work Days 

2 .  Time required for t h e  Procurement  Cycle. 

The IAG and the Work Plan did not allow adequate time for the 
procurement of a subcontract following approval of the Work Plan. 
This is based on language within the IAG Scope of Work and IAG 
Schedule assumptions dated August 14, 1990 which assumed all 
procurement work would be done in parallel with regulatory approval 
of the documents. The IAG OU5 milestone schedule allowed 21 work 
days from the date the Final RFI/RI Work Plan was submitted (IAG 
deliverable date August 30, 1991) for implementation of field 
investigations. The Federal Acquisition Regulations (FAR) and DOE 
Acquisition Regulations (DEAR) require a definition of scope prior 
t o  contract award. The DOE position is that complete parallel 
scheduling for procurement is unrealistic and cannot be achieved 
under any circumstances. 

The procurement cycle would include writing the Statement of Work 
(SOW), submitting the request for proposal to the bidder, 
preparation of a proposal by. the bidder, technical and cost 
evaluation of the subcontractor's proposal, contract negotiations 
and award of the contract. This process began on April 1,1992 and 
a contract was issued to the subcontractor on June 26, The 
procurement cycle for this contract took 64 work days. Please note 
that the average procurement cycle for a Basic Ordering Agreement 
(BOA) contract of this size (greater than $1,000,000) is 7 7  days 
(Acquisition Summary f o r  Subcontracted Environmental Services, 
September 17, 1992). 

1993. 

The time difference from the actual tine required to procure a 
subcontract (64 days) to time scheduled in the Work Plan (21 days), 
is 64 - 21 = 43 work days. 

0US:DELAYS 1 



- 
3 .  Delays caused by additional work scope over t h a t  s p e c i f i e d  in 

T a b l e  5 of the I A G .  - 

There are two grouping of activities that added to the scope of 
work over and above that specified in the IAG. They are generation 
and approval cycle of Technical Memorandums and work not required 
in the IAG (e.g. geophysical surveys). 

A. Generation and approval cycle of Field Samplins Plan (FSP) 
Technical Memorandums [TMs) 

The OU5 Work Plan utilized the "Observational Approach" which 
involves continuous reassessment of the site conditions as data are 
obtained. The Field Sampling Plan (FSP) incorporated the extensive 
use of Technical Memorandums (TM) to guide the work performed in 
the Field. The FSP was a phased approached to investigation with 
subsequent activities based on the results of completed or in 
progress activities. Mast activities required a TM be generated 
prior to their implementation. Delays have only been requested for 
four of the nine TMs, 

The life cycle for the nine FSP TMs from generation to acceptance 
by the regulatory agencies on OU5 follows: 

DURATION (WORK DAYS) 
ACTIVITY M I N  MAX AVE 

e 

e 

a 

0 

A 

Generate Draft TM, concurrent 
DOE/EG&G Peer review, deliver 
to EPA/CDH 

19 61 3 5  

EPA/CDH Review Time for Draft TM 15 55 27 

Respond to EPA/CDH comments and 
deliver Final TM to EPA/CDH 9 14 11 

EPA/CDH eview Time for Final 5 21 12 

4 0  151 8 5  

Approval F: 
Totals 

total of nine TMs were qenerated, 1 through 7 and 9 and 10. Four - 
o f  the TM's were/are on the critical m t h ,  they are: 

TM2, Surface Geophysiczl Surveys. This TM planned the 
magnetic and EM surveys conducted at IHSS 133.1 through 133.6 
and IHSS 115. Total life c y c l e ,  7 4  work days, actual delay = 
15 work days. 

The draft TM 3 received unconditional approval by the 
regulatory agencies. 

OU5:DELAYS 2 



- 
- _ -  - - . -  

- 
TM3, Surface Soil Sampling Plan - IHSS 115, Original 

Landfill. Total life cycle, 105 work days, actual delay = 3 5  
Work Bays. 

TM5, Revised Soil Gas Sampling Plan -- Original Landfill. 
This TM designed the soil gas sampling plan at IHSS 115. Total 
l i f e  cycle, 8 2  work days, actual delays = 20 work days. 

TM6, Cone Penetrometer Testing (CPT) and Groundwater 
Sampling Plan -- Original Landfill. This TM designed the CPT 
and wellpoint sampling plan at IHSS 115. Total life cycle, 73 
work days, actual delays = 20 work days, 

The total critical path time for the generation and approval of the 
above TMs was 9 0  work days. 

The remaining TM's (which were not on the critical path and did not 
create delays) are: 

TM1, Revised Network Design -- Field Sampling Plan. This TM 
was generated to clarify the surface water and sediment 
sampling program for Woman Creek, the South Interceptor Ditch 
(SID) and C-l-and C-2 Ponds. Total life cycle: 75 work days. 

TM4, Surface Soil Sampling Plan - Ash Pits, Incinerator and 
Concrete Wash Pad - IHSS 133.1 through 133.6. Total life 
cycle: 71 work days. 

TM7, Soil Boring Sampling Plan -- Ash Pits 1-4, Incinerator 
and Concrete Wash Pad -- IHSS 133.1through 133.6. Total life 
cycle: 111 work days. 

CANCELED TM8, This TM was to be Monitoring Well Installation 
P l a n ,  Original Landfill, IHSS 115. The TM was not produced, 
but was replaced by a letter justifying the location of and 
number of wells to be installed. Total life cycle: 

TM9, Monitoring Well Installation Plan, Ash Pits 1-4, 
Incinerator and Concrete Wash Pad -- IHSS 133.1 through 133.6. 
Total life cycle: 67 work days. 

N/A 

TM10, Soil Sampling Plan -- Surface Disturbance Areas. Total 
life cycle: 52 work days. 

B. InDlementation of non IAG specified work 

Additional Scope 

The Final Work Plan -incorporated additional tasks that were not 
listed in Table 5 of the I A G .  The tasks and duration of these 
activities follows and includes: 
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IHSS 115 - Original Landfill 
- Aerial Photograph review, duration: 2 work davs; 
- Geophysical Surveys [magnetic and electromagnetic (EM)] on 
25 foot grids, duration: 25 work days; 

- Collect random soil samples, a total of 67 soil were 
collected, duration: 20 work days; 

- The soil gas sample spacing was reduced to 40 foot spacing 
at the downgradient perimeter of the old landfill, 50 foot 
spacing over suspected buried metallic material and 20 foot 
spacing over areas where VOC's were found. This added 212 soil 
gas sampling points, field crews averaged 10 sites/day, 
duration: 20 work days; and, 

- Cone Pyetrometer Testing (CPT), one line of 22 sampling 
locations , duration: 15 work davs. 

- High Purity Germanium (HPGe) Survey, the IAG did call f o r  a 
radiation survey using a G-M detector. A HPGe survey replaced 
the "G-M detector" survey, but a Field Instrument Detection 
Low Energy Radiation (FIDLER) survey was also conducted on a 
four foot grid over the Ifhot spots" identified by the HPGe 
survey. 

- Geophysical Surveys (magnetic and EM) on 25 f o o t  grids, 
duration: 2 6  work days; and, 

- Surficial s o i l  sampling, a total of 20 samples were 
collected, duration: 6 work days. 

IHSS 209, Surface Disturbance(s) 

- investigated the surface disturbance west of IHSS 209 and 
the surface area south of IHSS 133 along with IHSS 2 0 9 ,  

- review aerial photographs, duration: 2 w o r k  davs; 

- a FIDLER survey on 20 foot grid, duration: 5 w o r k  davs; 

- collected surface water samples at pond like depressions in 
IHSS 209, duration - 1 w o r k  day;  and 

The original Work Plan called for two CPT lines, this w a s  
modified to one line in the TM. 
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- four boreholes were drilled, duration 3 work d a w .  

The work days associated with these activities include the actual 
time in the field as well as the time required for data reduction 
and interpretation. 

Total delays involved in the implementation of the above work was 
131 work davs. 

4 .  Delays caused by QU arterly collection of sroundwater samples. 

Having two quarters of unvalidated groundwater data at IHSS 115 is 
on the critical path for having a complete unvalidated data 
package. The I'Observational Approach1' methodology used for the FsP 
at OU5 was the reason the groundwater monitoring wells were one of 
the last activities to be performed at OU5. The last well was 
installed and the f i rs t  quarter of sampling took place in June 1993 
and the second quarter of sampling in August 1993. The monitoring 
wells could not be located until the results of the Soil Gas Survey 
and the Cone Penetrometer Testing (CPT) could be reviewed. The CPT 
in turn could not be completed until the HPGe and Geophysical 
survey data had been reviewed. 

If two quarter of groundwater monitoring data are acceptable for 
the wells drilled in and around IHSS 115 and the 133 group of 
IHSS's, then s i x  months can be saved on the OU5 schedule. The 
schedule presented in Attachment 2 and 3 is with two quarters of 
collected data for preparation of the draft RFI/RI Report. The 
Final RFI/RI Report will have four quarters of data available. 

5 .  Delays caused by analytical laboratory turnaround time. 

Turnaround time at the analytical laboratories has been longer than 
the IAG scheduled time of 63 work days. The critical path for the 
completion of the unvalidated data base is the groundwater 
radiochemistry samples from IHSS 115 and the 133 series of IKSS1s. 
Many samples (the majority of them being radiochemical samples) 
required over 100 days for analysis. Considerable improvement in 

unvalidated data are acceptable for the draft RFI/RI Report, then 
there will be no delays associated with t h i s  activity. 

the turnaround time on analytical data has occurred. If 

6. Delays caused by validation of the data. 

Turnaround time for validated data packages has in Some cases been 
approaching 6 3  days. The I A G  schedule assumed a turnaround time of 
21 work days. Considerable improvement has occurred in this area 
over the last year but turnaround time is still considerable. At 
this time the delays for validation, are not expected to add to the 
extension time requested, provided the draft RFI/RI Report will be 
acceptable with unvalidated data. A11 available validated data will 
be used in the final report. 
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7 .  Lack of review time-for Human Health ~ i s k  assessment (-1 

There is no scheduled review time for the HHRA TMs in the IAG 
schedule. The addition of 20 work days of review time for each of 
the four TMs to be produced as part of the HHRA will add a total of 
8 0  days to the schedule. 

8. Flawed losic for completion of the RFI/RI Report after 

The logic for completing the OU5 RFI/RI Report as shown in the OU5 
Work Plan is flawed. The Work Plan Schedule shows the HHRA and 
draft RFI/RI Report being completed simultaneously. The results of 
the KHRA must be available prior to completion of the draft RFI/RI 
Report so that these results can be incorporated into the draft. 
Based on the assumption that only unvalidated data will be used for 
completion of the HHRA as reported in the draft RFI/RI Report, an 
additional 36 working days will be required. At this time, it is 
not anticipated that the availability of validated data prior to 
issuance of the final report will cause any d e l a y s  in the schedule 
for producing the final report. I f ,  however, the validation 
process results in a change in the identified Contaminants of 
Concern (COCs) additional efforts will be required to revise the 
HHRA which could result in the delay in the issuance of the final 
RFI/RI Report. 

Technical Memorandum (TMs). 

comuletion of the HHRA. 
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